[K] “And as to the third remove, how do we prove that that is taken 
into account? 


[L] “It is a matter of logical inference. 


[M] “Now if a Tebul Yom, who does not invalidate in the case of 
unconsecrated food, lo, he has the power to invalidate in the case 
of heave offering [which he touches, so that said heave offering is 
deemed unclean and may not be eaten, ] 


[N] “food unclean in the second remove, which indeed is invalid in the 
case of unconsecrated food [as at M. Toh. 2:3ff.] — is it not 
logical that it should have the power to invalidate in the case of 
heave offering? 


[O] “And as to a fourth remove in the case of Holy Things, how do we 
prove that proposition? 


[P] “Now it is a matter of logic. 


[Q] “If one who has not yet brought his offerings to complete the 
process of atonement, who is not invalid for eating heave offering, 
lo, he is invalid so far as Holy Things are concerned [Lev. 12 and 
15 indicate that until the offerings are brought to complete the 
process of atonement, the woman after childbirth and the person 
afflicted with flux-uncleanness [Zab, cf. Lev. 15] and a woman in 
that status are not permitted to eat Holy Things], 


[R] “that which is in the third remove from the original source of 
uncleanness, which indeed is invalid so far as heave offering is 
concerned — is it not logical that it should have the power to 
invalidate in the case of Holy Things [with which it comes into 
contact, hence, the fourth remove]? 


[S] “Lo, we have learned from Scripture the law governing the 
uncleanness of invalidity of that which is in the first remove and 
the second remove from the original source of uncleanness, and 
from a logical process we have derived the same rule for that 
which is in the third remove, and as to that which is in the fourth 
remove, we have derived the same proposition from an argument a 
fortiori. 
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“{After we have] reasoned one law from the other [deriving the 
rule governing the third remove in the case of heave offering from 
the second remove in the case of the Tebul Yom, we derive yet 
another rule by means of an argument for that which is in the 


